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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claim 1 Is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Peterson (U.S 
Patent No. 2,604,132). 

Peterson teaches (see Figures 1-4) an apparatus capable of making a cut in an 
elongated strip of material. The apparatus comprises an upper cutter portion with a 
blade retaining plate (13). A blade (33 and 35) is retained on the upper cutter portion by 
the blade retaining plate and is replaceable. The upper cutter portion is in slideably 
movable contact with a lower cutter portion (5). Retaining springs (26) act on and 
separate the upper and lower cutter portions. A stripper (41 and 42) Is located above a 
cutter base plate/material cradle (5 and 50). The stripper aids in keeping the material 
being cut in place during cutting (Col. 4, lines 1-30). Set screws (32), secure the blade 
to the frame (1 3) of the upper cutter portion. Holes (20) in the lower cutter portion are 
used to mounting the apparatus to a press (24). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following Is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
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the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gifford at al (U.S Patent No. 6,546,833), hereinafter Giff^ord, in view of Milich (U.S 
Patent No. 6,003,421), in further view of Scott (U.S Patent No. 3,720,125), and in 
further view of Raney et al (U.S Patent No. 6,871 ,571 ), hereinafter Raney. 

Gifford teaches (see Figures 1-3) a cutter having an upper portion (25) with a 
blade retaining plate (78) for retaining at least one blade (80) that is removable. The 
upper portion (25) is in sliding contact with a lower cutter portion (23). Retaining springs 
(60) act on and separate the two cutter portions. Furthermore, Gifford teaches that any 
shape die can be used with the apparatus depending on the cut needing to be made 
(Col. 6, lines 32-37). 

Gifford teaches all of the elements of the current invention as stated above 
except multiple mounting screws to pressably securing the at least one blade in the 
blade retaining plate, providing a stripper to aid in keeping the material being cut in 
place, and providing screw holes in the lower cutter portion as well as screws for 
securing the lower cutter portion to a press. 

Milich teaches (see Figure 1) that it is old and well known to provide multiple 
setscrews (24) to securely mount a blade (12) to a blade retaining member (14). 

It would have been obvious to have modified Gifford to incorporate the teachings 
of Milich to provide multiple setscrews blade retaining plate to hold the blades in place. 
Doing so would create a quick release mechanism for the blade retaining plate allowing 
a user to quickly and easily change between different blades in order to make different 
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cuts. The setscrews would also further help prevent the blade from shifting up and 
down in the blade retaining plate. 

Scott teaches (see abstract) that it is old and well known to provide a stripper 
member above a lower cutter portion on a punching machine to prevent upward 
movement of the work piece on the blade's return stroke thereby aiding the workpiece in 
keeping its shape. 

It would have been obvious to have modified Gifford to incorporate the teachings 
of Scott to provide a stripper for the cutting machine. The stripper would prevent the 
work piece from traveling with the cutter on the cutter's return stroke thereby eliminating 
the need for a user to remove the work piece from the cutter manually. 

Raney teaches (see Figure 6) attaching a lower cutting portion (74) to a lower 
support member (72) via bolts (74b). 

It would have been obvious to have modified Gifford to incorporate the teachings 
of Raney to attach the lower cutter portion to a lower supporting member such as a 
press. Doing so would aid in preventing the lower cutter portion from moving in an 
unwanted direction during cutting. 

5. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the modified device of Gifford in view of Strobel et al (U.S Patent No. 6,170,376), 
hereinafter Strobel. 

Gifford teaches all of the elements of the current invention as stated above 
except the blade retaining member having an L-shaped slot for securing the blade and 
the blade comprising a short blade and a long blade. 
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Strobel teaches (see Figures 1-6) a blade retaining mennber (12) liaving an L- 
sliaped slot (16) for holding cutting blades arranged in an L-shape capable of 
performing end cutting. Furthermore, Strobel teaches (Col. 4, lines (17-22) that the 
slots in the board and the blades can arranged in a pattern corresponding to the shape 
of the blank to be cut. 

It would have been obvious to have modified the modified device of Gifford to 
incorporate the teachings of Strobel to provide an L-shaped slot in the blade retaining 
member and arrange the blades correspondingly. Doing so would have allowed a user 
to accurately and effectively complete a cut with the cutting apparatus that required an 
L-shape. 

It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to arrange the slots in the blade retainer and the blades so that there was 
a long blade and a short blade because discovering the optimal length of each blade for 
a particular cut would have been a mere design consideration based on the length and 
width of the material being cut as well as the length and width of the desired product. 
Such a modification would have involved only routine skill in the art to accommodate the 
various work piece and final product requirements. It has been held that when the 
general conditions of a claim are met, discovering the optimal or workable ranges only 
involves routine skill in the art. 

6. Claims 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over the 
modified device of Gifford, as stated in section 5, in further view of Matthews (U.S 
Patent No. 3,703,117). 
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The modified device of Gifford teaches all of the elements of the current invention 
as stated above except using a taper tipped screw and a flexing wedge to press fit the 
blade in place. 

Matthews teaches (see Figures 1 , 2; Col. 3, lines 19-25) that it is old and well 
known in the cutting art to use a flexing wedge (20 and 22) to clamp a blade to press fit 
a blade (5) against a blade retaining plate (6). The flexing wedge flexes by the insertion 
of a screw (26) into the flexing wedge. 

It would have been obvious to have modified the modified device of Gifford to 
incorporate the teachings of Matthews to use the combination of a flexing wedge and a 
screw to press fit at least one blade in place. A flexing wedge would contact a large 
surface area of the blade than a single screw, allowing the blade to be more effectively 
clamped within the blade retaining plate thereby helping the prevent the blade from 
moving during use. 

It would have been an obvious matter of design choice to modify the modified 
device of Gifford by using a taper tipped setscrew with the flexing wedge, since 
applicant has not disclosed that using a specific type of screw with the flexing wedge 
solves any stated problem or is for any particular purpose and it appears any suitable 
clamping means capable of moving the flexing wedge into and out of a clamping 
relationship with a blade would perform just as well in aiding the flexing wedge to clamp 
the blade to the blade retaining plate. 

Response to Arguments 
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7. Applicant's arguments filed 5/19/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant still has not required more than a single blade, therefore saying that a 
single blade is replaced individually just means that the single blade is replaced 

individually. 

Regarding Gifford and Scott, it is applicant's opinion that the combination would 
require a complete redesign. A stripper would only prevent pieces being cut from 
remaining attached to the cutting blade after the cut has been made, and would not 
inhibit delivery or production flow as everything else in Gifford would still work in a 
similar manner. It cannot be said for every instance where Gifford is used to cut a 
material that the work piece will not attach itself to the blade or the blade retaining 
portion. A stripper would prevent a circumstance like this from ever happening. 
Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Smithwick (U.S Patent No. 6,209,436), Svendsen et al (U.S Patent No. 
3,464,293), Sarka et al (U.S Patent No. 3,863,550), Saunders (U.S Patent No. 
3,383,969), Kammann (U.S Patent No. 5,535,655), Holliday (U.S Patent No. 5,197,367), 
Heiting (U.S Patent No. 4,030,390), and Carll (U.S Patent No. 2,131,801) teach 
elements of the current invention. 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Edward F. Landrum whose telephone number is 571- 
272-5567. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on 571-272-4502. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



IE. F. L./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3724 
6/19/2008 

/Boyer D. Ashley/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3724 



